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Two studies, designed to investigate the devalopment

~f trait oral communicdation 2wprzhensi>n among chilirsn, servad 3s
valida+trion for a praliminary factor-baszd instrument called the
Measur> of Flemantary Cormunication Apprehsnsion (MECZA) . MECA was
administarei orally to young children and in writtzn form *o old=ar
adnl=szant stulents. Subjects were 595 appsr-elementary school

children"in Lincoln,

¥ebraska, and 2,375 elementary, middl=, and

cenior high school students ia two couaty scheol districts in Vest
Virginia. Two hypotheses relating apprzhension to bath s=zx of tha
~subj=cts and their age ware tasted. Resalts indicated that (1) oraxl
communication ‘apprehension was found to exist from thz first to the
+yelfth grads with consistznt reliability of measurement and (2) HECHA

was positively related to the three existing trait m=asures of oral
comnmurication apprshension. Th=ory and research issuss relatsd to the

dev=l>opment of oral communication apprzhension in childiren ar=s atso

discussad.
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Abstract

Two studles, desimsned to investigate the development of trait oral
corrmu:ication apprehension emong childrern, served es validation for a
: preliminary factor-based instrument, called the Meeasure of Elementary
! Communication Apprehension (MECA). MECA was administered orally to
voung children and in written form to older adolescent students.
£ :bjects were 595 upper-elementary school children in Lincoln, Neb-
raska and 2,375 elementary, middle, and senior hizh school students
in two county school districts in West Virginia. Two hypotheses rel-
ating apprehension to both sex of the subjects and their age were
tested. Results indicated that (1) oral communication apprehension
was found to exist from the first to the twelfth grade with consis-
tent reliability of measurement, and {(2) MECA was positively related
to three existing trait measures of oral communicaticn apprehension.
Theory and research issues related to the development of oral communl—
‘cation- apprehen51on in children are also discussed.

' /
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MPASUREMENT OF COMMUTICATION APPREEDUSTICH 4MCHG CEILDREN
During the last decade, at ieast 10 studies a yvear nave continued to
gererate knowledire claims towary 2 theory of oral ccmmunication apprehension
(of. MeCroskey, 1970, 1975, 1G8768e, 1677}, Desrite the fact thet cormunication
apprehersion, or mere simply. CA, hzs teer recognized znd researched as &
significant human communication construct, DProgress tcward the further dev-
elopment of its theoretical undercinnings Las been hampered by surprisingly
s First, the distinction between state and
{cf. Lamb, 1972;

1ittle research in several areas.

trait apprenension has not been co
Mischel, 1963: Spielberzer. 1966: Spielberger & Lushene,
Second, the multidimensional nature of C4 has

in

press; Daly & iller, 1975

0 mn v

[Communication Disorders of Child
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Gorsuclh,
not been fully isolated {(cf. F. Andersen, J. Andersen,
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tude
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nsistently accepted
1070; Spielberger,

& iscn,

Lushene,. 1969).

<
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MeCroskey, 1970- VWheeless, 18
have generally failed to investigate subjects other than
(cf. McCroskey & Daly, 1976; Vheeless, 1971).

udie
Y
this measurement issue when they wrote:

ts or cdults
d Dely (197¢) summarized
Recause of the current lack of avaeilability of an
adequate measure of communication apprehension that
can be administered to children belovw the seventh-
rrade level, the exact extent of communication ap-
prehension among school children has not been estab-
/

If it is possible to develop a reliable and valid measure of oral Ch for
children, it may then be possitle to more completely and fully understand
the causes cf the apprehension trait. The -objectives of this paper were
to clearly identify, delinit, and reliably measure the oral CA construct

=
(%

. lished (p. 68).

famonr, school children.

ran

- 1

central to the development of communication
in children are helpful in explaining "communication disorders." Many of
these disorders are isolated in the left cerebral hemisphere of the brain,
and are frequently encountered by poth speech therapists and classroom
The left brain hemisphere goﬁerns verval ability, as well as
P. Andersen, J. Carrison, & J. Andersen, 1075,
1971 lNoscovich, 1973; Smith, 1966; Sperry,
verbal commurication, or more
ately related to the maturationel
lateralization of brain
21 CA may alse be related to

Several biologiczl factors

teachers.

speech, reading, and writing (
Galin & Ornstein, 1G7&; Milner,
1967, 1968, 1973). A child‘s capacity for
specifically language acquisition. is intim
nistory of the brain and to the unique degree of
functioning (Vood, 1976). The development of or
terelization of specific brain functions.

N

1A
/

Tstimates of the incidence of communication disorders range from five
'percent (Eisenson & Ogii(?e, 1971) to somewhat over 10 percent of the young
people currently enrolled in public elementary and secondary.schools (Metz,
1973). These estimates include children who are blind, crippled, deaf, .
erniotionally distg;bed, hard of hesring, learning disabled, mentally reterded,
/
/ 3
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7e should assume modest overlsp in the total listed
iy the litersture, but we must still recogsnize that
approxirmately 20,000,000 persors in th cuntry have

rn. Moreover,
er either

and econozic
disadvantages. Finally, approximately cne~fift: of the
srand totzl {between Tour zrd five million) consist of
persons uuder twenty one years of age Department
cf Health, Education. & Welfare, 1974,

M

ech disorders. The consequences of discrdered communication in

a of a magnitude seldom realized. More children today are
21 by disorders of speecﬁ and communication than by any other
sablins condition (Jeohnson.' Brown, Curtis, Edney, % Keaster, 1967: Lilly-~
ite, Young, & Olmstead, 1970; Wood, 197£). One interesting aspect of the
knovn prevalence figures is that the ratio of Ttoyes to girls suffering from
»~al communicetion disorvders is atout 2 or 3 to 1. Generally, this ratio
helds for other left hemispheric brain discrders in many of the speech and
writing areas (Liilywhite, et al., 1971).

tuttering, 2 fairly common speech disorder. occurs ''when the Ilow

cf speech is interrupted abnormally by vepititions or prolongations of
sounds, or by avoidance reactions" (Van Riper. 1963, p. 311). A stutterer
fears meny specific words, comrunicative situations, and selected listeners.
Stutterers also develop general anxiety states and entertain feelings of
~uilt vhich are often expressed in hostile behaviors: these behaviors., in
turn. can genPrate further feselings of guilt. Van River's (1963, 1973)
developmental sio 'ns of stuttering identify several situational fears which

Pal

trigrper a lifetime of serious communicative discrders. The fourth stage o

.Pll-blown secondary stuttering-occurs when fear is the covert. or interral,

recction and avoidance is the obvicus behavior (cf. Andrews & Harris, 1064 -
Van Riper. 1973). Stuttering, then, can be considered as an anxiety reaction
associated specifically with speaking situations (Eisenson & Ogilvie, 1071).
From this-definitional viewnoint, stuttering would seem to be strongly
related to severe oral CA. Although help for stutterers and other speech
handicapped students is availablz in the public school systems today, other
cormmunication disorders, perhars related to or including CA. are not ac

easily reccgnized or actively treated.

Communication apprehension. Ac noted previously, the list of cammuni-
cation disorders tha® affect the behavior of children is extremely large.
A debilitating handicap that is typically excluded from this list is CA.
A child with trait. oral commuaication apprehension is a child vhose level of
anziety .or Tear is promrted from either real or anticipated situations .
involving talking with another person or persons. A highly apprehensive

| ' | g |
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individual anticipates nerFative feelings and outc from communication
and will either =vcid cermunicetion, if possid suffer from a variety
T i ridden T I le engared in co ation encounters. ol
1 ng Is probat most obvious seccially
a i ass & th CA. Dut I ten confused with a2
rumber of cther perscunality, psychological. an 1 abnormalities, esn-
e~inlly inm childrer. CA. then, may be the single most pervasive handicap
confronting children in our schocols (feCroskey. 1676a). Since a student’s
cormunication behavior mey not a2lwars indicste apprehension. new neasurement
znprozches desirned tc detect oral CA armongz children are clearly x eeded In
cf both the elementary-level speech disorder and CA iliterature,
{1571) cencluded that ’ ' -
Although most research on this protlem has teen done
with college students. it is reaso.-blc to assume that
communication apprehension has its origins in the early
vears. The penzliies, frustrations. anxieties, guilts,
and hostilities which manifest themselves in speech
disorders may well produce severe communication appre-
hension. Al;c, that various varms O communication:
apprehension contribute to speech discrders is relatively
well established f(p. 297). : o
mile conciderable tims and research has been devoted to controliing the
speech di sorderf of children, persons concerred with studying both communi-
cation process and disorders of communication have rot extended this concern
to CA, a phenomenz which appears clearly detrimental to many educaticnal

and s001a11zatlon processes.

Some reuearch under the label of speech fright has prov1deu prelimin-
ary indications of the general nature of oral CA in the elementary grades.
Cne such effort (Shaw, 1966) developed a measurc of speech fright which
included introspective tests and observers' ratings; however, this approach
reguired trained personnel and excessive time to conduect individual inter-
views. Ancther Lfiora, using physiclogical measures to detect speech fright
(Vheeless, 1967), found that Galvanic Skin Response (GSR) could be admini-
stered to clementary school children. but administraticn was time consuming,
and the results were sufficiently more difficult to interpret than GSR
measures of sdults. Wheeeless (1971) has suggested that human communication
researchers must devote more of their time and research-outside university

walls tc CA: aithough this sugpestion obviously has not been follewed. The
difticult issue of how best to measure oral CA among children is summarized
in the f{ollewing observation
o adequate paper and pencil test has been developed
for elementary-school children. However, the intro-
spective test would tend to better isolate the child
who unsatisfactorily internalizes and generalizes
communicaticn situations which are anxiety producing.
It would appear, therefore, that the intrdspective

~
-~
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method of screeniang would be the besi means of
isolaticon i tests coulid elored, for wxerple,
thet called for ‘feclerin rather than
reeding and writing (I hea . p. 262,

hildren's aporehenzion levels can be measurced,

The probliems associated with the measurement of CA among. children
- - It
e

ceneratel a general resezrch guestion . le construct
amon® chiidren? Thres specific resea rch guestions were alsce formulated.
QlA: Can a self-report instrument reliably measure
" orel CA among children?
Q.. Are children’s measures of cral CA Tectorially
1B -
valid?
ek that is the relestionship tetween known measures
L " -
of oral CA and self-report measures of oral CA

amonf; ch*ldren

If the” Vla'1thy of self-report measures can be demonstrated, then it would

—_—

be zdditionelly important to determine the prevalence and distribution of
oral CA across several diverse populations of children. Thus, a second
resexzrch gquestion was also advanced: o

Q2 : How 1s oral CA distributed among children?

i

RATIONALE. AID HYPOTFE &S

Sex of Subject

Research through the preschool years and into the early school years
has consistently found girls to exceed boys in most aspects of verbal per-
formance. Girls say their first word socner, articulate more clearly and at
an earlier age,. use'longer sentences, and are generally more fluent (Haccowv
1Q66). The elementary-level speech disorder literature also indicates that
voys have significantly more oral communication disorders than girls. However,
from McCroskey's earliest CA research to the recent research of P. Andersen,
et al. (in press), male collere’ students have been observed to have signifi-
cently lower oral CA thau female college students. Additionally, the phys-
iological research reported by Porter (1974) confirms this finding, indi- _
cating that females not onlyreported more fear but autoncmic arousal was
absolutely higher and increeséd at a faster rate than males” (p. 275). The
current CA literature is inconsistent with the elementary-level speech dis-
order literature, and may not be generalizable to younger subjects. Further-

6
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ce of Suhiect

,
-

inli ave consisitently observed
tively ‘than vounger children f{cf.
68 Xrauss & Clucksberg, 1969:

Fesearchers in severzl academic 4
Eal
f

i
+hat older children ccrmunicate more effec

Flavell, Botkin, Fry, Wright. & Jarvis, 19
Piaret, 1959). 7This develcpmertal “rend has been seen as a sympitom of the
decline in egorentricism as chiliren grow older. However, the CA literature

[y

differs with that reported in other fields. Significant increases in speech
frignt were ohserved by Shaw (1966) in the upper-elementary grades. The
incidenze of speech frisht, es measured by GSR, was also observed by.VWheel-
ess (1967) to increase significantly between the third and sixth grades.

 Wneeless concluded later, as a furthér link between elementary-level speech

disorders and CA +hat "althcugh sweech disorders decrease as the sample
beccmes older the opposite appears to be true of cormunication apprehensicn”
(1971, p. 298). Based on this rationale, and since recent research has not
empirically tested the relationship between oral CA and the age or grade
level of students, it was hypothesized that.

B : Cral CA is positively related to the age
S of children (p<..0%5).

VETHOD AID PROCEDURES

Silection of Subjects

Research plans for two.studies provided information for determining
the minimum number of subjects necessary to detect small effect size differ-~
ences with a statistical power ratio of .80 at alpha .05 {(cf. Cchen, 1969;
Kirk, 19568). Sampling procedures for these separate studies combined non-
probability and probebility sampling techniques (cf.- Babtie 1073). General
rmultistage cluster sampling was chosen for the second study, as the second
research question prompted the selection of several diverse samples of
subjects not easily listed in a single, global population.

Study 1. 595 fourth, fifth, and sixth graders vere selected from the
Lircoin, Nebreska public schools using stratification of grade, sex, and
socio-econonic background in systematic sampling procedures. The sampling
ratic by elementary school was one-to-five. :

Study 2. A noﬁprobability samyple, utilized to select a wide variety
of respondents, consisted of 2,375 elementary, middle, and senior high school
students selected from the Plezsants and Wnod County, West Virginia public
scheols. '
. | | 7
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rezsure or
and Irovmins an
of Zliementary Ccormmm (vT
usgad Ur the zuthors in = milot st \ o .
Previous enpirical rasezrch in communication and cther fiel
that modifications can te made in existing mezsurement inst
for it 5 them anplicable Jor children vwithout ser
3izi r and validity (cf Cestaneda, Mclandless
David 101 ¥eller & Rowlew, 19(2- L'Abate
% Parslevr, 10A% 1eCroskev. 1070- Sarascn
estiish. 10€0). lereover. other rescor
onnzires and have Tound them to be h
ing s {e.r.. Durham & Ferman. 1075- Funi
e d studies fcllovirng Melroskey s (1970, ruidelines for adant-
irn7 his Personzl Report of Communication Apprehensien Collepe Form {FRCa;
YMelroskey  Uheeless, 107#) for use by middle ::ad senior hirh schiool students.

Tatle 1 reports the complete MECA instrument.

Insert Table 1 ahout hnere

é@igg;;gggjﬁﬁﬁg;gﬁﬂp;>Qra;_ch;upjpﬁtion_@gprehension
T {

Three trait measures of ornl CA were also admirnistered to the subjects
in study two. Table 2 presents the list of items used. The 10 item Oral
Communication Apprehension Sczle (0CAS. licCrosliey, 107%h) attained an internal
reliarility ran~ing from .25 to .91, A 12 item short form of McCroskey's
PRCA was also comnleted by the West Virsinia students., and its reliability
ranred from .53 to .38, The 10 itenm Verbo V. Activity Scale which measures
self-perception ¢f the amcunt of c¢ial communication activity a person en-
gares in (VAS: McCroskey, 197¢%) . was also included in the second study.
Reliahility ceoefficiente range? ‘rom .07 to..O0 for the VAS. The grade level
and sex of the respondent werc escertained using onen--ended self-report
ouestions. :

lusert Table 2 about here

Statistical Analvses |

Facter analysis data were sutmitted to principal components factor
analvsis, utilizing orthogonal and oblique rotations. in order to rep-
licate the expected two-factor META solution (J. Garrison & K. Carriso:.
1675). The extraction of valid ractors utilized the 1.0 eigenvalue criteria

/

/

/
/
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trere sutmitt statisticzl nackaces as in-
ctor structur rarr, @oodn;:ht. fali. &
eries Dixon ‘niser’s (1570) second cen-
t @ was comput rost steble factor struc-
2 e’ rdgr tc comput and Funka's {1072} Yeasure
Sampling fAden s {((CA).° Since SA has been emnirically shown to mildli
underfactor (cf. Cernv & Haiser 1077 Haiser & Rice. 107Tk), an afditional
criteria of & .50 'SA . was-zdonted for deternminins hov accurate cach sanple
was feor Tacteor analygis.

Research gquestion 1A was answered by two independent tests of internal
relisbility. '
Research guestion 1% was answered by principsl components factor
analvsis, with both orthoronal and oblique rotationz to simple struciure.
Research questicn 1C was tested .with Pearson preduci-ncment corre-
e ing the relationship of JIECA to ﬁcho keyis alternate

esearch guestion was answered by obtaininz freauency
r META scores in both studies.
one. the relationship between elemnentary-level oral CA

ns
Eypothes
and sex of the subject was tested utilizing & one-way analysis of variance.

Ivpothesis tvo. the relationship between oral CA et the elementary
level and the age/grade level of the subject. was tested utilizing one-way
analysis of varicnce and trend analysis.

- RECULTS
Ctudy 1

Factor snalysis of the 20-item MECA indicated the existence of two
factors with eifenvalues greater than 1.0 (see Table 2). The Scree proce-
dure and the factor loading criteria indiczted that the two-~facteor sclution
was correct. Tactor I contained seven items and was lateled "public.”

Fac tor TI was labeled "interpersonal " and contained Tive items. All of
the primary factor loadings . for the resulting tvelve iten MECLA instrument
exceeded .00 ’

Insert Table 3 about here

O



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

cant (F = 1.38,

z signi
oral CA than boys was not confirmed in study one. The main effect for sex
was not significant (F= I, &f = 1,593, p ~.05). Girls (X = 5L.38, if = 235)
did nct have siznificEntly 1oWer oral C4& than did beys (X = S5L.L1, II—= 310)

ists between oral CA
s of variasnce and trend
gnalysis. No significant effects for age/grade level existed across the
fgurth.(X = 54.00, ¥ = 215), fifth (X = 5L4.11, ¥ = 206), and sixth graders
{X = 5k.25, ¥ = 1T%). The main effect for ase/grade level was not signifi-
dr = 2, 592, p: .05). ‘

StudV 2 i Lo

Factor analysis data from thz larger sample of students in West Vir-
ipia 21so clearly indicated a two-factor MECA solution (see Table 3).
actor I contained the same seven items as the first factor extracted in
study one; all items related to co@:unication‘situations invoving public
speaking. Factor Il contained ffve items, related to interpersonal ccmmuni-
cetion situations, identicel to those lozding on the second factor in study
one. Primary factor loading exceed .60 for the same 12 item MECA instrument
that @et messurement criteria in study one.

Reliability estimates of the public factor were .78 using the split-
half méthod and .80 using Nunnally's formula. The five item interpersoneal
factor attianed a split-half reliability of .76 and .78 using Hunnelly's
formula,

\ ‘

Crgnbach (1949) has indicated that one measure of construct validity
is facto¥1a1 validity, the result of a factor analysis of all 'items pur-
porting ﬁo represent a construct. This exact replication of MECA on two
reasonably dissimilar populations offers support for the factorial validity

{ the instrument and the CA construct among children. Additicnally, the
eight meaéures of internal reliability computed using two different relia-~
bility coefficients, raﬁging from .76 to .80 across the two samples, indi-
cated an acceptable level of internal consistency for MECA. Means, standard
deviations, and reliabilities of MECA and McCroskey's alternate measures of
oral CA are reported in Table k.

Insert Table L4 abcut here

"y
Lo
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Tesulis ¢f Fearscn produci-mozent correleticns provided = trecise test
cf the reletionshtips among MECA and MeCroskey's zliernste zmezsures cof cral CA.
Tetie D repcris the intercorrelations exzcong the four CL measures. Ths
overzl]l corrsisticn acrcss grade levels for M=Chi and OCAS wes .65. rorsy
<wc percent c zwicr variance is reflected in the relationship between thess
<wo measures of oral CAi. The ccrrelation between MECA and PRCA, short form
wzs .58, OCnly thirty Zour percent commen variaznce wss represeniei here.
Fipzlly., the correlzticn btetween MECA and VAS was .33. As might be expected
in this test of discriminsnt validity, the :easure:ent of self-perceptions
of verbal activity is nct as meaningiully related *o A (shared variance
= 117}, since MECA and VAS were not designed to measure =1m'lar construcis.
Intercorrleztions of all four measures, by grade level K are reported in
Table €. Table 7 alsc reports that zpprehension scores span the entire
HZCA instruzent =nd zre ap proximately normally distribvuted.

Insert *abies 5, 6, and 7 about here

Hypothesis one was not confirmed in stuc . one. but study two indicated
a_significant main effect for sex (F = 6.92, ar = 1. 2289, p<.001). Girls
{ 52.81, N = 11L3) had significantly lower MECA scores then did boys
(¥ = 5L.05, & 1148). FHowever, by omega-squared {w'2) estimate (Kirk, 1969),
s

RIRcal
]

ex accounted for less than one-fourth of one rercent of the variance in
norehension. P

The second hypothesis relating apprehension and the age/grade level of
the subjects also revealed a significant main effect (F = 10.32, df = ll,
2345, p<.0001). Variance in apprehension attributable to ege wes s 8.3%
(0'2 = ,0831). Trend analysis yielded a linear component (p <.0001), with
no significant departure from linearity (p >.25). Condition means appedr

in Table 4.
DISCUSSION

Interpretaticon of Resultis

The major research question posed in these two studies examined whether
an adequate measure of oral CA could be developed for children. Based on
the rationale that measurement of oral CA among children has previously met
seriocus difficulties, a self-report measure was designed to meet this need.
Two important criteria for evalusting a measurement instrument are, obviously.
its reliability and validity. MECA was found to be highly and consistently
internally reliable on different populations using different internal relia-
bility estimates. Test~retest data over a two-week period, assessed in the
Nebraska sample, indicated a reliability of .80. Reljabilities of the two
MECA fectors were also in the acceptable reliability range of .76 to .80.
Additionally, total instrument reliability ranged from .71 in the first srade
to .86 in the twelfth grade.
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Validity of MEC!
I-zirument was Zet
reozsarenars, snd o
cral CA Instrument

r 23 se
— -

o

in addition evel girls were found to pesess lowver cve
levels of 'cral CA, early elementery vears. Age was predins
erd found to be sig tTiv relaten to C4&. As hyoothesized, these i
supperted the early i education literature and substantiates th
ielze clzim tnzt CA its origin in the eariy Wea*s—— /
Limitetions of thke Present Regearch

A siznificant limitation of these studies was the reliance on a self-
repcrt measure of oral.CA awong children. Vhile this approach-appears tec te
zore reliable and valid than previous measurement cttempts, Tuture studies
shouid correlate the new self-report measures with urnobtrusive (cf. VWebb,
Campbell. Schwartz, & Sechrest, 1966) end actual observed behavioral measures
of epprehension. These procedures would subsfantiazlly strengguen the pre-
dictive velidity of the current version of MECA. :

This study observed twc distinet samples, but nore diverse samples should
te obtained in future investigations. Development of nermative standards for

future apprehension research will probably need fer 1¢0C to 1500 students

at every grade level. Attenpts should also be made to gather data from pre-
school children as well. LZongitudinal CA research would also serve to enhance
the generalizability of the MECA instrument.

Zticlogy of Oral Ccomunication Apnrehension

While the causes of cral CA may never be »omDWetoly understood. our
discussion would not he complete if it did not irclude toth environmental
and hereditary influences in addition to the biqiogical ?gctors ouktlined
initially. McCroskey and Wheeless (1976) have 2lso sugsested that the causes

A are not fully known, but they spec;fically believe that it is produced
in the individual by the conditioning asnects of the environment 1n which
he or she grows and matures. They suggest:

/
The best explanation for the existence of the
ccmmunication apprehension syndrore is one of
'patterned conditioning.’ It is thought that
communication apprehension is developed from
early chidhood by the process of reinforce-
ment. If e child is not/ reinforced for com-
nuricating with his or her parents, peers,
or teachers, it is likely that the child
will develop codmunlc {tion apprehension

(p. 88). ;o

y // ];gL )
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study conducted by Randolph and McCroskey (1977) points to
relationship between family size and differential levels of
ldren. The Tindings of their study support the theory that

. increases, the cémmunication skills of the childrexn in the
;e, and the amount of positivegreinforCEment decrcases corres-

McCroskey and his associates have concentrated on the environ-
of CA, the interaction conception is the most prevalent today
»f developmental psychology (cf. Endler, Boulter, & Osser, 1076).
shis conception, all behavior-is the product of interactions
Ltary and environmental factors. Some longitudinal and antero-
irch hes examined the nature of constitutiondl temperamental
) children and their interaction with environmental influences
r formation (cf. Chess, Thomas, & Birch, 1967;. Thomas, Chess,
). This research has been able to identify nine stable person- )
sristics, measurable as early as birth or three months. ‘These
*istics are: activity level, ‘adaptability, approach-withirawal,
.y, intensity of reaction, persistence and attention spen, '
»d, rhythmicity, and sensory threshold. k ‘ /
ison of the nine Chagacteristics§of'temperament”obéeived'by‘ v
.-(1970) and the terms uséd by McCroskey, Daly, and/Sorensen
:ribe high.oral CA provides interesting results. -Higk appre-"‘:
been described as: ‘aloof, -cautious, changeable; eesily .
t, reflective, reserved,.restless, rigid, shy, silent, slow, - *©
ly affected”by~emotions,'tensép'withdrawnj and as\a worrier.
be that many of the characteristics used to describe -highly
people are also present at birth or shortly thereaftery and
d totally by the conditioning aspects:of environmertal factors.
1 (1968) and -Chess, et al. (1967) have suggested taat parent-
tions are bi-directional, as Chess, et al. explain: :
'P'a"i. eriffal htt’ita‘a’e’ s and 'Iif'ac'ff"é'eéare"“usuaT_[y e L RS e v 3 T S s
selective and .ot global, with differential

characterisitcs :in.different areas of the

child's life and with marked variability fron
child to child. Parent-child interactions”
* should be analyzed not only for parental

Uinfluences on the child but just as much for
_ the influence of the child's<individual.’ |

characteristics on the parent (1967, .p. 321).

'ficult to determine whether it is the lack of parental encourage-
.forcement which causes CA, or if teémperamental characteristics

lead to fewer and.less.effective attempts tp communicate,

uding the possibility of a great deal of po it}ve reinforcement.

it that certain enviromments may be more likely. td intensify T~ ,
.nt of CA than others. Yet, we must not overlcok the possibility \‘\4\\\\
sition towards oral CA in the personality coastellations of

| .. y : . . . ' ‘/13' k

A
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Imnlications for the Public Schonols

The availability of MECA to both teachers and administrators will
1able them to assess the actun? level of oral CA among their students.
‘en without the administrats n of MECA, teachers and parents can use the
data from this study to min ‘e the level of oral CA among children.
wVFol example, situations invoiving communication performances that are evalu-.. N
ated by others appear to be the most apprehension producing. The MECA items .
with the highest mean apprehension level all require communicating in front
of other people (see Table 1y Items 3, 9, 12, 13, 14, and 20). The lowest
mean; apprehension level/1ncluded those items which emphasized group. communl-
cation situations (see Teahle 1, Items 15 and l6) Based on these f1nd1ng°
~.i1t-.would. appear- that- ‘group- communlcatmon 'situations are- less apprehens1ve “for
most. children. Teachérs should. consider such obvious tactics as alternate
" seating arrangements/for the classroom (cf. McCroskey & Sheahan, 1976),
‘assignments that do not require a high degree of oral participation from
students who are highly apprehensive (cf Burgoon 1975), and strategies for
teaching which lessen ‘the overall appréhens1on level in the elementary school . .
classroom. : S

Suﬂgestions for Euture'Research ' o - ' P

Three major areas are recommended for future research. First, there is
a need tc determine whether systématic desensitization (SD), a counter- .
conditioning technique using muscle relaxation and role similation, is an
approprlate therapy for overcoming the debilitating effects of oral CA among
children' If CA is conditioned, then counter—condltlohlng should work to °
reduce it. Moreover, any behavior therapy that can be‘effectlvely used by
. parents, teachers, and other professlonals to reduce apprehens1on in young
chlldren should also be investigated’ .o . - . .

Second, MECA has additional pogentlal as a diagnostic dev1ce for early
childhood education specialists. If CA currently increases from grade to

rgoreiin EEPAC B -8 E--QUB--daBa~Indicatesy-thén-research—in- early chfldnood'env1ronments

should lead to a better understandlng of the causes and development of oral

CA among children. :

Finally, while a theory of oral CA has bgen formulated, there is still

a need for' future research and tests of that/theory which could probably
benefit from”the use of causal models. The fresults from these studies
“indicate that approx1mately ll% of the children suffer .from the debilitating
effect of orgl CA. A series of cohort analysis studies might "be designed
to ﬂ%llow elementary school students through their educational careers,
fassess1ng their apprehension levels during each school year. Anterospectlve.
longltudinal,/and path analytic research programs of th1s type can not h2l

but prov1de a more accurate understanding of oral CA among children, and
numerous other human communlcatlon processes

N
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FOOTNOTES

chquests for reprints should be sent to lis. ‘Karen R, Garrison, Hayward
Schowl--TOP Program, 1223 North 9th, Lincoln, NE 68508, We are grateful to
scveral people for their help in the conduct of this study: Diane Lockuood,
George Merker, Larry Pate, Dan Sullivan, and Andy Wissmiller, University of
Nebraska, for help in collecting the Nebraska data; Terry Workman and Paul
MOUROWSki,Linccln, Hebraska Public Schcols; and the principalé, students,
and teachers of the Llncoln Public School ' ‘

Special thanks are extendcd to H, Thomas ilurt and Sames C McCroskey,
West Virginia University, for collecting 'he ¥est Virginia data; and the
teachers and student - of the Pleasapt- ount ol ol Tty publ;c schools,
’ We are inde' ! G, 1 Tomlinson-Keascy and [ o, Patty Kiloy-iiellihar
“for helpful comments on an ewriier-draft of this paper. ... ' -

2Nunn’tlly s formula (*kk = kT../ 1 + (n-1) r is computed by nultiplying
Jthe number of items in a measure .—lj by the avcr#%n correlation among all the
items, divided by 1 plus the number of items minus one, times the averaze
correlaticn, F[earson product-nomcnt.corrclatlons are bransformod, via

Fisher's Z,. proccdurc, before summing the averaging step, and the average I,
score is thcn transformed to the ‘equivalent Pearson produpt-noment correlation
" before use in Nunnally's reliability formula 6-18 (c£f. Nunhally, 1967, »p.
193-194; and Gare’sen and Davis' computer prOgram,-lU77).

3h41scr (1970, p. 405) ruports ‘that. "WSA is a function of four 'main

\effccts' (a) }SA improves as the number of variabies increases. (b): “1SA
improves as the (cfféctive) number of factors decreases (c) MSA improves as
the number of subjects increases. (d) MSA increasés as the’ pcnﬂral level of
correlation increases."

'
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N Table 1~

Measure of Elemuﬂtary Comiunication AnprethC1on (MECA)
(Ttems keyed to subsequent tables)

~ 1. How do you feel when you talk to teachers or your prlnC1pa1?
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-.. - - -~. Ny PP

“%2. How do you'feel about talking to someone you don't 'mow very well?
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4. How do you, f sel about talking to peoplu who ‘aren't close friends?
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5. How do you feel about talking when you have a mew ‘teacher?
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- 20 -

How do you fgel vhcn you are plcked to be a leader of a group?
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9. How do you fc»l when' you talk in. front of an qud1ence7 _ :
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10. How de you feel _
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11, How do you feel about. trv1ng to
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*13. oW dc vou Aeel vhen you ‘know you have to glV a speech? |
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How weuld you feel abcut giving a speech cn television?
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15, How do vou feel about talking when you are in a small prnup?
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*16, llow do vou feel when you have to talk in a group? R
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*17. }Gh do you fecl when the teachcr calls on youV )
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to you?

*18. - How -do you feel about talklnp to all nf the peoyle who 51t close
N -~ ) T TN T
| . /,/ - //// . ‘\\ g \\

Q

= - __,\;'\,'; S L _: ""‘-'\H s L . P 3 --'~ —. \\\ .“, \v N , .. \.
" ka . . (- - B . \ K .
Y : . . . | —
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9 ! i 54 ’ o ,‘ ! .
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*20, How do you feel when ycu.talk in front of a large group of people
o —— ) -t T
- ~. L. L. ~ - t, e ——
yd h . e - A A
; B

L I3 i

l‘v

* Sc01cs on these 1tems must be’ reflected (€<X) before summlnp for Total sccrTe.
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Table 2

"ilcCroskey's Alternate Measures of Communication Apprehension -

The following 30 statements concérn feelings about communicating wita
cther people. Please indicate the degree to which each statement applies to
you by circling your respense. Hark 'YES' if you stronply agree, 'yes" if you
agree, "?" if you are unsure, '"mo' if you disagree, or "NO" if you strongly
disagree. Therc are no right or wrong answers. Work qu1cklv, just record your
first impression, ‘

PRCA, Shart Form

YES yes ? mno NO 1. I look forward to expressing my opinions at mectings.
YES yes ? no i 2, I am afraid to express myself in a group.

YES yes ? mno NO 3. I look forward to an oppertunity to speak in public.
YES yes ? nu NO 4,

Although I talk fluently with friends, I am at a loss
: for words on the platform. TR
YES yes ? no NO 5. I always avoid speaking in public if p0551b10.

YES yes ? no NO 6. I feel that I am more fluent when talking tc pcople

; : © than most other people are.

YES yes

? no NO 7. I like to get involved in group discussion.
YES ‘yes ? no NO 8. I dislike to usc my. body and veoice expreq51ve1y.
YES yes ? ne NO 9. I'm afraid to speak Wup in conversations.
YES yes ? mno HO 10. I would enjoy presenting.a ,pccch on a local telcv151on !

show

\

Oral Communication Apprehcnsion Scale- |

1

\
YES yes. ? mno NO. 11. Talking w1th\§omeone ney scares me.
YES yes ? no. NO 12, I look forward to talklng in class.
YES yes ? no NO 13, I'don't like. ft when it 15 my/turn to talk. .
YES yes ? no NO 14, I like standlnp up and talklng to a group of people.
YES yes ? no NO 15. 1 like to talk when the whole class listens. :
-YES yes ? no NO 16. Standing up to talk in front of other pegple scarcs me.
-~ YES yes ? mno NO 17. I like talking tt teachers.
" YES yes ? no NO 18, I am scared to talk to people.
YES yes ? no HNO 19, .I like it when ﬂ?ais my turn to talk in class

— MmYES yes‘._ﬁr?.___. . YO_._.,,ri ""20’.‘""I“"'Ii'k'c"‘to""t:l’lk"’tf’"“_nﬁ'\'v"'peOP'l’e‘-""'"""”"""""“'"""‘“""'""“""""““":""'""' SR

.\L

Verbal Activity Scale

X R

[
|
I
|
|
J
|
|

'YES yes ? no NO 21 I enjoy talkﬁng
YES -yes ? .no NO 22, Nost of the/time I would rather be quiet than talk,
YES yes ? mo-NO 23, Other people think I\am very ‘quiet. ?\
YES yes ? no NO 24,1 talk more than most)people. - ' "
YES yes ?: no NO 25., Talking to other people is onec of the things I like best.
YES. yes ? no NO 26.'Most nf/fhe time I hou}d rather talk than .be quiet.
YES tyes” ? no NO 27,1 donit talk much.  PN
YES yes ? no NO 28, Other people think I talk a lot.
YES yes. .? nov‘NO \29. Vost people talk more than I do. )
YES yes ? no NO DP 1 talk a lot.
Note. cf. McCrosPe)\ 1976b 24 i}
4 v S v T ‘& !
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Table 3

Factor Analysis of MECA Instrument

Factor Study One (Mebraska) Study Two (West Virginia)
' i II he I T e B
MECAL | .35 -.23 .18 38 -.18 .18
MECA2 -.16 .45 .23 -.13 .48 .25
MECA3 ‘ .10 -.33 .12 B 120 =030 .10
MECA- | oLl .21 .24 . -.42 0 .24 .23
MECAS .15 -.31 .12 18 -.27 .10
MECA& .08 L60* 37 .10 L62% 40
MECA7 S -.19 L69% |51 -.15 L03% 42
MECAS8 : ~ -.60* 14 .38 -.68* |15 .48
MECA9 A2 =027 .25 : A4 -,25- 26
-vw—_r‘le'CA—l’o"*‘—‘-“'"'*"‘ T e e 7 Cd— :'08'—""'**3":‘)'7“»“» mT e e e *"5'7S*~”' - —-.»05 e -y 57"’
MECA1l. 10 -.63% 41 : .13 -.60* .38
MECAL2 . -.74% .00 .55 =73 .02 .53
MECA13 17 -.63% 0 43 - 18 -6l .39
° MECAl4 - -.60* .18 .47 : -.G5* .20 46
MECA1S . J65% .00 42 L65% 01 .45
MECAL6 : .04 762 39 .05 .63* - .40
MECAL17 ; -.38 48 .37 , -.36 .49 .37
'MECAL3 . -.74% .13 56 =J73% 13 .55
MECALY - .23 .51 .31 .25 -,49 .30
MECA20 o L65% 12,22 47 L66% - -.20 .48
.‘\‘ ] -
Cumulative Percentage of Veriance
R .25 .34, - .24 .34
~ Eigenvalues 5.02 1.85 , 4,97  1.86
. - \ .
MSA = .92 .o ’ P MSA = 195
‘ ' N =595 o N=2,375 ' .

“"Mote. Items mumbers keyed to Table 1.
Factor I is labeled public.
Factor II is labeled 1nterpersona1

S

*Items selected.
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/ . -Table 4
/

fcans, Stand@rd Deviations, and Reliabilities of West Virginia Sample

/by Grade Level for MECA, PRCA, OCAS, and VAS

7

INSTRUMENTS

u __ MECA 10 Item PRCA T OCAS _VaAS
Grade™ N X sb r X s r X s r X s r

1 23 45,13 7.62 .71 24,78 4,21 .53.20,13 5.02 .35 32.83 7,75 .67
2 147 45,39 10.73-.76 27.76 6.34 .52 23.91 7.54 .76 30.89 8,32 .70,
3 51 46.70 10.20 .82 29.9¢ 6.96 .67 24,92 8.31 .73 30.08 870 .67
4 . 148_.50.26°10,45 .74 28.35 -8.15 .76 24.78 8.48 .84 31.91 8,61 .79
5 223 52,53 11.73 .82 28.28 7.54 .82 25.78 7.72 .80 33.99 9,42 .87
6 01 54.18 10.73 .80 27.24 '6.36 .57 25.65 6.72 .75 (34.45 8.88 .85
7 140 - 51.87 11.82 .83 28,54 9.81 .82 26,19 7.63 .84 34,28 9,25 .86
8 268 53.24 9,73 .75 28.57 6.74 .79 26.53 7.02 .84 34.20 5.64 .86
9 354 56,40 10,04 .80 29,10 10.04 .30 27.87 A11 .83 33.27 7.76 .85
10 410 57.25 11.19 .84 29,72 11.18 .81 27.62 6.90 .84 32.84 8.61 .90
11° 247 53.37 11.52 .43 28,05 7.68 .88 26.50 8.04 .91 34,97 8.62 .88
12 99 - 53,13 11.51 .86 27,58 7.26 .87 25,35 7.61 .88 34,93 8.07 .90

1
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Table 5

Intercorrelations of Communication Apprchension Measures

HECA OCAS _ . PRCA VAS

1.00
65% 1.00 §&
.58% | L71% . 1.00
.33% .36% L40% 1.00

./'

/

Measure of Elementary Communication Apprehcn51on

Oral Communication Apprchension Scale

. Personal Report of Comnunication Apnrehen51on, Short Form.
Verbal Activity Scale ‘

27
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Table 5
Intercorrelations of Apprehension beasures by Grade Level

in West Virginia Sample

INSTRUMENTS.

Grade  MECA/OCAS- MECA/PRCA  MECA/VAS  OCAS/PRCA = OCAS/VAS = PRCA/VAS = =~

.15 -.3C .24 .05 .00 .41

1
2 .48 .45 .13 .53 .20 - .16
3 .22 .24 .29 .34 < .16 .22
4 .66 62 .29 © .70 .37 .28
5 .64 .59 .27 .70 - .28 .36
6 .65 .60 .28 .62 .27 .19
7 .66 66 .43 .75 .35 .42
8 .67 .64 .42 .75 - .41 .40
9 .70 .63 .40 ' .70 .39 .40
10 LG .58 .47 .76 .51 .54
11 700 72 .53 .80 .57 .54
1275 67 AT s 83 49 .50

/
\

28
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Table 7

Frequency Distribution f-r TECA Scores.

Study 1 (Nebrasla) Stuly 2 ¢t Virginia)

N =535 N =-2375
MECA Score E Frequency 5 Frequency %
20-25 0 0 33 1
25-30 0 0 32 1
31-35 _ 0 0 - _ 88 3
36-40 3 0 151 G
41-45 - 29 5 224 14
46-50 102 ° . 17 348 15
51-55 302 50 424 17
56-60 - 187 ‘ 31 - , 427 17
61-65 62 10 324 15
66-70 10 1 144 6
71-75 . - 0 0 91 3
76-80 0 0 22 1

..81-85 . .0 0 , 10 1

86«90 0 0 2 0
. 91-95 : 0 0 3 0
96-100 0 0 2 0.

X = 54.41 ~ X = 53.31

D= 5.4 SD = 11,33

29




